. This is consistent with the prescribed risk-based standards for risks resulting from exposures to known, probable, and possible carcinogens in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 [section 112(0]. The benchmark concentration for carcinogens was set equal to a concentration associated with a one-in-a-million cancer risk for lifetime exposure. We then assessed the number ofexceedances, or census tracts with estimated concentrations greater than the one-in-a-million benchmark, for each HAP.
The initial assessment of the carcinogenicity of methyl chloride was reported in a document prepared by the U.S. EPA Office of Research and Development (5) . In this document methyl chloride was classified as a group C carcinogen (possible human carcinogen) on the basis of kidney tumors found in mice exposed via inhalation. Therefore, we considered methyl chloride to be a possible human carcinogen on the basis of the U.S. EPA classification.
The Section 112(g) technical support document (6) referred to by Browning did not classify any HAPs as carcinogens, but rather adopted existing agency assessments for use in its hazard ranking. The procedures for adopting assessments for the section 1 12(g) document were peer reviewed by an external expert panel, but this panel did not engage in further review of individual pollutant assessments that had already been through various forms of external and internal peer review. The analysis of Caldwell et al. (2) referenced in our paper built on and extended the principles used in the Section 112(g) document (6) to assemble hazard information on air toxics. One of these principles was to use existing reviewed toxicologic data. Although it was beyond the scope of our paper (1) to review the toxicologic data for each HAP, the general assessment procedures, as well as the specific methyl chloride weight-of-evidence dassification and benchmark concentration, were presented by Caldwell et al. (2) . Although the U.S. EPA dassification of methyl chloride differs from that of IARC, the tiering approach adopted by Caldwell et al. considered the U.S. EPA classifications first and then used IARC assessments for pollutants lacking a U.S. EPA classification.
Browning correctly quotes the "Results" of our paper (1): methyl chloride was one of several pollutants that had modeled concentrations exceeding the benchmark concentrations for cancer in 100% of the census tracts.
Immediately after this statement, we explained that this result was due to the fact that the estimated background concentrations (applied to every census tract) alone were greater than the benchmark concentrations for these pollutants. We further explored the results for these pollutants by considering the number of exceedances when background is disregarded. 
